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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
The E,jcanrinet is thanked fot the Office Action mailed May 13, 2008. The status of the 
application is as follows: 
o Claims 1-24 are pending; 

o Claims 1 , 2, 7 and 8 are i ejected under 35 U .S C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Raj an et 

al (Streaming Media Control and Synchronization Application Program Interface (API) fot a 

Digital Television Receiver) in view of "Rodesch et al, (US 4,422,105); 
o Claims 4 and 10 are rejected undei 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable ovei Rajan et al. 

in view of Rodesch et al f and further in view of Smyeis et al (US 5,991,520); 
o Claims 5, 6, 1 1 and 12 are rejected undei 35 U.S C . 1 03(a) as being unpatentable ovet Rajan 

et al. in view of Rodesch et al, in view of Smyers et al, and further in view of Hunt (US 

6,442,658 Bl); 

o Claims 13, 14, 20 and 21 are rejected undei 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Admitted Piioi Art (APA) in view of Rajan et aL; 
o Claims 15 and 16 are rejected undei 35 U S-C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Admitted 

Prioi Ait in view of Rajan et al and further in view of Smycis et al 
o Claim 22 is rejected undei 35 U S C 103(a) as being unpatentable ovet Admitted Prior Ait in 

view of Rajan et al., and further in view of Messer et al (US 6,762,798); 
o Claims 23 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Admitted 

Pr io r Ai t in view of Raj an et al. , in view of Messei et al , and in further view of Smyei s et al . 

The rejections are discussed below 
The Objection to Claims 3, 9 and 17-19 

The Examiner is thanked for indicating that claims 3, 9 and 17-19 would be allowable if 
rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and any 
intervening claim. Applicant reserves the right to rewrite the claims as indicated by the 
Examines at a later date 



USOOO0I3 (PHB-10-6143) Page 2 of 9 



PAGE 2/9 * RCVD AT 8/13/2008 3:58:56 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPTQ-EFXRF<5/0 1 DNIS:2738300 * CSD:914 332 0615 ' DURATION (mm-ssjiOW 



AUG-13-2008 16:14 



PHILIPS IP AND S 



914 332 0615 P. 03 



Application No 09/691 >334 

Amdt. Dated: August 6, 2008 

Reply to Office Action Dated: May 13, 2008 



RECEIVED 
CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

AUG 1 3 2008 



The Rejection of Claims 1, 2. 7 and 8 imder 35 U.B.C. 103(a) 

Claims 1 , 2, 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Raj an et al in view of Rodesch et al. This rejection should be withdrawn because the 
combination of Rajan et al and Rodesch et al. does not teach or suggest all the limitations of the 
subject claims and, therefore, fails to establish a prima facie case of obvious with respect to the 
subject claims. 



Independent claim 1 is directed to a digital audio playback device (DAPD) Claim 1 
requires, inter alia, a reverse DAPD API capable of causing a processoi to access and control a 
user inter face associated with the a user interface application program on a connected processing 
system. The Office asserts that Rajan et al discloses ihese claim aspects at p. 35, lines 1-25 
Applicant respectfully traverses this assertion. 

The API of Rajan et al does not cause a processor to access and control a user interface 
associated with a user interface application piogLam of a connected processing system as is 
required by claim 1 . Instead, the cited sections of Rajan et al discloses an API that controls 
presentation of streaming audio and/or video at a television set-top receiver or a computer. 
There is no teaching or suggestion in Rajan et al, that the API is capable of causing che processor 
to access and control a user interface associated with a user interface application program of the 
connected processing system , Accordingly, this rejection should be withdrawn. 

Independent claim 7 is directed to a processing system with claim aspects similar to claim 
L As such, the above discussion regarding claim 1 applies mutatis mutandis to claim 7, and this 
rejection should be withdrawn 

Claims 2 and 8 depend from claims 1 and 7, respectively, and are allowable at least by 
virtue of their dependency upon allowable base claims- 

The Rejection of Claims 4 apd 10 under 35 U,S.C 103(a> 

Claims 4 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rajan et 
al. in view of Rodesch et al., and further in view of Smyers et al This rejection should be 
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withdrawn because the combination of Rajan et al , Rodesch et al , and Smyers et al does not 
teach ot suggest all the limitations of the subject claims and, therefore, fails to establish a prima 
facie case of obviousness with tespect to the subject claims. 

Claims 4 and 10 depend respectively from claims 1 and 7 and require, inter alia, that the 
ieveise DAPD API includes data associated with a manufacturer of the digital audio playback 
device, and wherein the reverse DAPD API causes the processor to access and control a poition 
of the usei inteiface to display the data associated with the manufacturer in at least a poition of 
the user inteiface on the monitor screen. The combination of Rajan et al., Rodesch et al., and 
Smyers et al. does not teach or suggest these claim aspects 

Particularly, the Office asserts that Smyers et al discloses an API capable of causing the 
processoi to access and control at least a portion of the user interface to display the data in the at 
least a poition of the user inteiface, which is displayed on the monitor screen (col. 4, lines 1-5 
and lines 37-41, col 5, lines 33-42, col. 7, lines 45-50, col. 9, lines 2-1 3 and lines 20-27), 
wheiein the APT comprises fust data associated with a manufactuier of the digital audio playback 
device (see col. 2, lines 20-30) However, in Smyers et al , the API is in a video cassette recorder 
52, and simply manages transfer of data fiom the video cassette recorder 52 to a bus structure 
Upon being presented with the data, an API in the video monitor 54 manages the transfer of the 
data to buffers in the video monitor 54. Thus, the video monitor 54 is not accessed and 
controlled by the video cassette lecordei 52, but simply receives data fiom the video cassette 
iecoider 52 Additionally, there is no teaching oi suggestion in col. 2, lines 20-30 of Smyeis et 
al. that the API comprises data associated with the manufacturer of the digital audio playback 
device (video cassette recorder 52) as required by claims 4 and 10. Accordingly, applicant 
respectfully submits that claims 4 and 10 are allowable, and these rejections should be 
withdrawn 

The Rejection of Claims 5, 6, 11 and 12 under 35 UJS.C. 103fa> 
Claims 5, 6, 1 1 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable ovei 
Rajan et al Rodesch etal. and Smyers etal., and further in view of Hunt Claims 5, 6, 11 and 
1 2 depend respectively ftom independent claims 1 and 7, and aie allowable at least by virtue of 
their dependency on allowable base claims 
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The Rejection of Claims 13, 14. 20 and 21 under 35 U-S-C. Ifl3fa) 

Claims 13, 14, 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Admitted Prior Art in view of Rajan et al. This rejection should be withdrawn because the 
combination of Admitted Prior Ait and Rajan et al. does not teach or suggest all the limitations 
of the subject claims and, therefore, fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness "with 
respect to the subject claims 

Independent claims 13 and 20 are directed to a method and computei -executable 
instructions executing the method utilizing the DAPD and ptocessing system of claims 1 arid 7. 
Claims 13 and 20 require, inter alia, executing a reverse DAPD application programming 
interface, wherein the step of executing the levcrse DAPD API enables the digital audio 
playback device to access and control a user inteiface associated with the usei interface 
application program and displayed on a monitor screen associated with the connected processing 
system The combination of the Admitted Prior Art and Rajan et al does not teach or suggest 
these claim aspects. 

In the Final Office Action dated September 26, 2006 (p. 3), the Office concedes that the 
Admitted Prior Art fails to teach a processor of a DAPD capable of executing a reverse DAPD 
API, wherein the reverse DAPD API is capable of causing the processor to access and control a 
user interface with the user inteiface application program displayed on the connected processing 
system as required by claims 13 and 20, As previously discussed, Rajan et al fails to teach or 
suggest a reverse DAPD API capable of causing a processor to access and control a user 
interface associated with a user interface application progiam of the connected processing 
system. Accordingly, this rejection should be withdrawn 

Claims 14 and 21 respectively depend from claims 13 and 20, and require that the reverse 
DAPD API comprise executable instructions capable of communicating with and controlling an 
operation of the user interface application program. The Office asserts that Rajan et al teaches 
or suggest these claim aspects (p. 35, lines 1-25; Fig, 3; p. 16, lines 1-26) However, applicant 
respectfully disagrees. As previously discussed, Rajan et aL fails to teach or suggest the reverse 
DAPD APL The API is not the claimed reverse DAPD API because it is not capable of causing 
a processor to access and control a user interface associated with a user interface application 
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program of the connected processing system Accordingly, these iejections should be 
withdrawn. 

The Rejection of Claims 15 and 16 nnder 35 U.S-C- 103(a) 
Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S C 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Admitted Prior Art in view of Rajan et al . This rejection should be withdrawn because the 
combination of the Admitted Prior Art and Rajan et al. does not teach or suggest all the 
limitations of the subject claims and, therefore, fails to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness with nespect to the subject claims 

Claims 1 5 and 16 depend from claim 13 and require, inter alia, that the reverse DAPD 
API comprise fust data associated with a manufacturer of the digital audio playback device The 
Office asserts that Smyers discloses an API with first data associated with a manufacturer of the 
digital audio playback device (col. 2, lines 20-30). However, applicant respectfully traverses this 
assertion. As previously discussed, Smyers etal tails to teach or suggest in col 2, lines 20-30 
that the API comprises data associated with the manufacturer of the digital audio playback 
device (video cassette recorder 52) as required by the subject claims.. Accoidixxgly, these 
rejections should be withdrawn. 

The Rejection of Claims 22 nnder 35 tL&CllQ3(a> 

Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Admitted Prior 
Art (APA) in view of Rajan et al., and further in view of Messei et al . This rejection should be 
withdrawn because the combination of the APA, Rajan et al. and Messex et al does not teach or 
suggest all the limitations of the subject claim and, therefore, fails to establish a prima facie case 
of obviousness with respect to the subject claim. 

Claim 22 depends from claim 20 and requires, inter alia, fast data associated with a 
manufactu* er of the digital audio playback device The Office asserts Messei' et ai teaches this 
claim aspect in col. 11, lines 59-64- However, applicant respectfully traverses this assertion 

Messer et al does not teach or suggest the claimed API, which include data associated 
with a manufacturer of the digital audio playback device. Instead, Messei et al teaches that a set 
of parameters indicating a source region of an image such that a video window is created with 
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the set of parameters when the video window is generated at the destination position and 
according to the scale factoi within the capabilities of the television and display Particularly, 
the set of parameteis is not data associated with a manufacturer of the digital audio playback 
device as is requited by claim 22 Accordingly, this iejection should be withdrawn. 

The Rejection of Claims 23 and 24 under 35 V&C 103fa) 

Claims 23 and 24 ate rejected under 35 U S C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Admitted Prior Ait, Rajan et al, Messei et al and further in view of Smyers et al. This rejection 
should be withdrawn because the combination of the Admitted Prior Ait, Rajan et al., Messet et 
al, and Smyers et al does not teach oi suggest all the limitations of the subject claims and, 
thetefore, fails to establish a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to the subject claims. 

Claim 23 depends from independent claim 20 and requires, inter alia, the step of 
executing the reverse DAPD API comprises the substep of accessing and controlling at least a 
portion of the usct interface displayed on the monitor screen. Claim 24 depends from claim 20 
and requires, inter alia, the step of executing the ieveise DAPD API comprises the substep of 
displaying the fust data in the at least a portion of the usei intetface. I he Office asserts that the 
combination of the Admitted Prior Ait, Rajan et al Messer et al, and Smyers et al . teaches these 
claim aspects, However; applicant respectfully traverses this assertion, 

Particulaily, the Office assetts Smyets et al teaches or suggests the API is capable of 
causing the processor to access and control at least a portion of the user interface displayed on 
the monitor screen (see coL 4, lines 1-5 and lines 37-14; col 5, lines 33-42; col 7, lines 45-50; 
col 9 7 lines 2-13 and lines 20-27) and the API compiises first data associated with a 
manufacturer of the digital audio playback device (col 2 4 lines 20-30) 

However, as previously discussed, Smyers et al does not teach or suggest a user intetface 
on the display accessed and controlled by a processor as is required by claim 23 . The API in the 
video cassette recorder 52 simply manages transfet of data from the video cassette recorder 52 to 
a bus structure. Upon being presented with the data, the API in the video monitor 54 manages 
the transfer of the data to buffer's in the video monitor 54. Thus, the video monitor 54 is not 
accessed and controlled by the video cassette recorder 52, but simply receives data from the 
video cassette recorder 52. Additionally, there is no teaching or suggestion in col. 2, lines 20-30 
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of Smyeis et al. that the API comprises data: associated with the manufacturer of the digital audio 
playback device (video cassette recorder 52) Thus, theie is no data displayed in the at least a 
portion of the user interface as is required by claim 24. Accordingly, these rejections should be 
withdrawn 



US000013 (PHB-10-6143) 



Page 8 of 9 



PAGE 819 1 RCVD AT 8/13/2008 3:58:56 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF-510 1 DNIS:2738300 * CS1D:914 332 0615 * DURATION (mm-ss):0144 



GUG-13-2008 16:15 



PHILIPS IP AND S 



914 332 0615 P. 09 



RECEIVED 

Application No. 09/691,334 CENTRAL FAX CENTER 

Amdt Dated: August 6, 2008 

Reply to Office Action Dated; May 13, 2008 AUG 1. 3 2008 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, it is submitted that the claims distinguish patentably and non- 
obviously ovei the prior art of iecoid. An eaily indication of allowability is earnestly solicited 

Respectfully submitted, 

Michael J. Conigan, Reg No. 42,440 

Anthony M Del Zoppo, HI Reg. No. 51,606 

Driggs, Hogg, Dau£herty & Del Zoppo Co- 7 L P.A. 

38500 ChaxdonRoad 

Willoughby Hills, Ohio 44094 

Phone; 1.440.391.5100 

Fax: 1.440.391.5101 

Diiect all correspondence to: 
YanGlickbeig s Reg B No 51,742 
Philips Intellectual Piopeity & Standards 
595 Miner Road 
Cleveland, Ohio 44143 
Phone: 1.440 483.3455 
Fax: 1 914 323 0615 
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